In an age in which religion is a burning issue in the geo-political sphere, the need for peoples of different religions to engage in inter-faith dialogue may seem clear; what is less clear is whether there is legitimacy for and imperative to members of individual faith communities to engage with the religious other on the exclusive grounds of their individual faith. This article thus seeks to advocate that theology done in the service of individual faiths needs as a priority to engage in legitimizing and necessitating dialogue with the religious other as the religious other. The article considers the grounds on which exclusivist religious people can undertake inter-faith dialogue.
I. Introduction the other.
Thus, this article concerns the dynamics of inter-faith dialogue and considers the purpose of such dialogue. Put in its sharpest form, the article asks two questions:
'Why should religious people engage in inter-faith dialogue?' and 'What does interfaith dialogue seek to achieve?'. The focus of this article is, therefore, concerned with the step prior to engagement in inter-faith dialogue (in whatever form) and the mechanics of practices, and is concerned with the thinking prior to articulations of theologies of religions. Its concerns surround the reasons why religious people of any one faith tradition should be at all concerned to engage with members of any other religious community. Underlying the argument in this article are many of concerns addressed by Paul Ricoeur, 3 whose thought has been particularly utilized in the field of theologies of inter-faith engagement by David Ford; and it would be an interesting avenue for another occasion to pursue the matters discussed herein further in relation to the thinking of Ricoeur, Lyotard, Levinas and Jauss. However, the focus of this article is more specifically not only the legitimacy of people of any one religious tradition engaging with any other, but also whether one can speak of the necessity of such engagement to be genuinely and more fully people of an individual faith community. In an age in which religion is a burning issue in the geo-political sphere, is whether there is legitimacy for and imperative to members of individual faith communities to engage with the religious other on the exclusive grounds of their individual faith. This article thus seeks to advocate that theology done in the service of individual faiths needs as a priority to engage in legitimizing and necessitating dialogue with the religious other primarily as the religious other (rather than singularly as the political other), in recognition that full expressions of any one faith may well involve a sensitivity to and a positive attitude towards members of other faith commitments.
This article asserts that the effects of inter-faith dialogue on oneself need to be brought back to the individual religious community. However, it argues this cannot be in such a way as to undermine the particularity and integrity of an individual community, but needs to be done in a manner which allows that community more genuinely to become the community of faith it already is. Practitioners of inter-faith should bring what they learn through dialogue back to the faith community of which they are a part, but do so in a way that engages on terms internal to that community.
By this is meant that the internal reasoning of an individual tradition should be employed to legitimize and necessitate engagement with another tradition. Members of faith communities need to know not just how to engage with the other but why to engage with the other -why it is a priority, and how an individual tradition can and does provide the resources for it to be a priority. Clearly this will be different for different faith communities, and for some it will not even be an issue. However, this fact does not undermine the need for faiths to engage on the basis of their own particularities. That inter-faith dialogue may not be an issue that needs legitimizing for some communities may actually underscore the need for particularity -a particularity that recognizes some traditions will not see the need for this engagement on the basis of particularity as essential to their own individual particularity. The central point of this article is simply this: it is incumbent on individual faith communities and traditions to engage in dialogue with others on the basis of their individual particularity. Put concretely, a Christian should engage with a Muslim on the basis of Christianity; a Muslim with a Christian on the basis of Islam. This is not only because in this one sees genuine inter-faith dialogue, but also because legitimacy for engaging with the other (which can at times be difficult and seem counter-intuitive to one's own tradition) must be grounded on the basis of one's own tradition.
II. Diagnosing Some Possible Problems
The concerns of this article arise from an awareness of three possible problems with the present situation.
1. The first is that faith communities do not need the religious other, and inter-faith dialogue is not seen as a high priority for many communities. Faced with running buildings and finances, practising individual religious rites, clarifying a sense of individual and collective identity within a complexly religious and secular society, (in the instance of diaspora communities) dealing with issues concerning being a religious minority, and (at least in Western Europe) contending with the onslaught of secularism, 4 individual religious communities in the present generation have enough to contend with without engaging with members of other faith communities, who similarly have plenty of other priorities that seem higher than inter-faith dialogue.
One can see how a vicious cycle can ensue. Moreover, many religious communities (especially monotheistic faiths) understand themselves to be exclusive, and to engage and dialogue with the religious other would be a denial or betrayal of that exclusivity: 5 inter-faith might be seen to undermine particularity or to relativize a uniquely considered or revealed perspective on the divine. Individual communities and faith members can fear the pollution of the outsider that may reduce the integrity of their community and, instead of bringing dialogue between two others, create a tertium quid. These concerns often lead to an alienation between religious communities, and at worst can lead to various forms of violence. This violence is not only in terms of terrorist acts carried out in the name of individual religious communities, but also in terms of the antagonism that can exist at localized levels between, for example, mosques and churches that are located on different sides of the street. What compounds these problems is that many of those involved in inter-faith dialogue or in theologies of religions are often so concerned with the good and proper work that they are doing that they are distanced from those of their own religious communities who see the religious other as insurmountably different from themselves: for many of those engaging in inter-faith theology and dialogue, the complexities of doing this work alongside the religious other (perhaps inevitably) leads them to focus on the religious other rather than reforming members of their own faith community; they run the danger of being primarily identified as members of an inter-faith community rather than (or at least only secondarily) members of an individual faith community. 3. Third and related, the recognition of the importance of inter-faith dialogue for the present situation of discord globally and in localized communities seemingly stemming from religion determines that there are public and political dimensions to inter-faith dialogue and theologies of the religions. This leads to the need for those engaged in inter-faith work to transcend the normal categories and manner of theological engagement (be it the seminar, academic article or technically framed monograph) and to recognize the implications of theology for political decisions: the audience for theologians of the religions is not only the academy or the individual community of faith, but also the polis. This is because the out-working of inter-faith dialogue may hope to involve as a by-product community cohesion and peace between the nations. If, however, inter-faith dialogue is to be pursued for the public good, the very people who would most benefit from engagement in it are those for whom it is most difficult -those who do not understand themselves as within or a part of liberal pluralism. Moreover, while inter-faith dialogue has political implications, it cannot be engineered or directed by the state, but should -to engage those who need most strongly to be engaged -arise from within the community of faith. To engage those whose primary identity is their individual religion (before their sense of nationstatehood or liberal democracy), it is necessary to engage on the basis of exclusivist and conservative elements of each faith to legitimize dialogue with the religious other, and to direct the faith community to the religious other. Directives from external secular powers will only undermine an individual faith's sense of its own internal authority, and will lead conservative factions again to fear that the interfaith project results in the reduction of any one particular faith to a bland common religion understood only from an outsider, secular perspective: religion becomes the religion of the enlightenment, tolerated by the state only inasmuch as it is not too fervent. In this, there is a difficult balance to strike. The state clearly sees the importance of inter-faith dialogue; I have been struck by this as an active member of a political party in my own conversations with politicians, and the excitement that even the most secular among them have about the virtue of inter-faith programmes and projects. However, the impetus for this work cannot come from the politicians: the impetus must come from within faiths themselves.
In light of this diagnosis, this article advocates that one major priority for inter-faith dialogue is the reformation of individual faith communities to make them more fully the community their faith calls them to be. Dialoguing with the religious other leads one back to one's own individual faith community and identity, and the need to engage in a reconciling reformation and transformation of the self, in light of the other, in order to make any one faith community more genuinely itself. By this is meant that meeting with the religious other should lead members of a faith community back to their own community. It should lead to rethinking one's own identity in light of the religious other in order truly and more intensively to become oneself. So, for example, a Christian engaging in dialogue with a Muslim should seek to understand how to frame that dialogue for herself in light of the Christian faith, and how to engage in that dialogue in a manner that does not undermine Christian identity but reinforces and allows for deep and intense Christian identity, 8 a depth of identity that would not be possible without that dialogue with the Muslim. So deep may this identity become that it may necessitate communication with other Christians in order that they, too, can become even more overtly, deeply, intensely and particularly
Christian. In this way, inter-faith is enabled to become central to being exclusively and intensely Christian, leading even conservative Christians to engage in dialogue in order to be genuinely Christian, leading them to dialogue with the religious other in order to fulfil their Christian calling. This is the virtuous cycle that needs to undermine the potential vicious cycles above. While clearly one cannot presume that all members of all faith communities will have this as a primary concern (there will be other non-competing reasons for engaging also), the concern to be genuinely and fully a member of a faith community is innate to all who understand their identity as related to their faith commitment. The basic argument of this article is, therefore, that faiths should begin to understand what it is internal to their tradition that makes inter-faith dialogue a necessity for intense and particular religious self-identity: what is there in Christianity, Islam, Judaism and all other faiths that determines that engaging in interfaith dialogue would make a practitioner more Christian, Muslim, Jewish and so on respectively? In seeking to discover this, we can begin to undermine the potential problems of inter-faith dialogue diagnosed above, and recognize the need for interfaith dialogue on conservative or exclusivist terms for the good of the world but motivated entirely from within individual faiths.
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This article will engage these concerns by examining how practitioners of inter-faith dialogue need to recognize the importance of the dynamic of turning back to their faith communities and engaging in intra-faith dialogue with those fearful of inter-faith endeavours. Practitioners need to do this in order to engage those for whom it would be most beneficial to be involved in inter-faith, and this is thus to be done on the basis of traditions and teachings internal to individual faiths. The article will then model some theological 'hints' in terms of how this might be done from the perspective of the individual faith position of the author -Christianity.
III. The Purpose of Inter-faith Dialogue: Changing ourselves and not the other
To solve some of the problems with dangerous theo-politics, it is necessary in the first instance to engage in the theo aspect of the theo-political. Problematic elements of individual traditions' self-expressions require being dealt with in terms internal to the tradition itself. Faced with this, the practitioner of inter-faith has a dual agenda. By engaging with the religious other, the practitioner of inter-faith is in dialogue with other religious traditions. But, by engaging in the activity of dialogue with the religious other, practitioners of any individual faith are also in dialogue with the particular tradition of their own faith. This is the way in which the transformative nature of inter-faith dialogue can become reformative for the individual communities of those who engage in it. For practitioners of inter-faith dialogue to make a difference in the public realm, there may be a need to engage in reparative reasoning in relation to one's own tradition, looking deeply within one's own tradition to resource a repair of it, 10 in this instance in terms of the relationship between one's own tradition and other religious traditions. This repair is not an engagement in changing a particular community into something new or different; it is, instead, an engagement in making that community more genuinely and truly the community it claims to be by seeking to repair its reasoning from within. Practitioners in inter-faith should make reformation of their own tradition a priority in order to legitimize the practice for other members of their community on the basis of their own particular tradition. Better still, they should seek to use their tradition in order to understand engagement with the other as a priority.
There is certainly a level of 'chicken and egg' about this: one needs to engage with the religious other in order to recognize the transformative nature of that engagement to lead one back to one's own tradition in order to legitimize that engagement with the religious other, so that others too feel they can engage in it. However, this cyclical model of inter-faith engagement, which leads one back to reformation of one's own community and in turn leads one to transformation in face to face dialogue with the other, has the potential to become a further virtuous cycle, with the possibility of bringing healing in the public realm. Engaging in inter-faith with an attentiveness to this intra-religious dialogue brings about the possibility of engaging those who do not feel comfortable in the practice of inter-faith, those who are fearful of meeting around a shared common principle (such as liberalism). In short, engaging in this way determines an engagement with those internal to one's tradition who need to engage with the other, and it determines that this is done on their terms in a manner which recognizes the exclusive claims of religious traditions.
This means that there is a clear need for practitioners of inter-faith dialogue or theologies of the religions to think in terms of the prior step to do these activities. The term 'reformation' is appropriate to this activity. In order to engage those who feel that this practice is alien to a tradition, it is necessary to look back into the tradition to search for an imperative to engage in inter-faith in light of the politics of today. By reaching deeply into each individual tradition, it may be possible to reach more clearly out to others in reconciliation and to see the reasons for doing so. This is not about changing those others, nor indeed completely changing ourselves, but it is rather about reforming ourselves in order to be truly who we should be in light of the religious other. But how is it that we might begin to do this?
IV. Meeting around Scripture
Clearly, the manner in which different traditions approach this need will be various depending on the tradition. 11 Indeed, even within Christianity, different traditions will engage variously dependent on the way in which authority operates within their tradition: while exclusivist Protestant traditions might look to the Reformation principle of sola scriptura, for the Roman Catholic Church, the magisterium will also need to be considered. This does not mark a denial of the argument that follows, however. It is, instead, a recognition of the complexity involved in the enterprise of legitimizing and necessitating inter-faith dialogue. Nevertheless, from a western perspective, living in a world in which there seems (at least from the presentations of the media) to be considerable discord between members of the Abrahamic faiths at this time determines that there is a need for engagement between people who understand their exclusitivies (variously) from the perspective of their scriptures.
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The key to legitimizing and even necessitating inter-faith dialogue on exclusivist grounds for people of the Book surely lies within the teaching of those very sacred books. In the contemporary geo-political situation, for Muslims, Jews and Christians to engage with members of other faith communities, it would be beneficial for them to do so on the grounds of biblical or Quranic imperative. In this way, it is not at the 11 Cf. MacIntyre, Whose Justice? Which Rationality?, p. 348. 12 The status of the scriptures of each of these traditions clearly varies both internal to the traditions and between them: for Christianity the Word is supremely seen not in the Bible but in the incarnate Jesus.
behest of an external secular power nor at the conformity to an external intellectual movement that a member of these communities engages in inter-faith dialogue. It is, instead, on the exclusive basis of one's own religious tradition.
For me, this realisation has arisen from my involvement over the last few years in Scriptural Reasoning. I am far from expert in this discipline and much more worthy ink than my own has already been spilt on the practice. 13 What I wish to consider, however, is the effects of this practice on my own prior step to engaging in inter-faith However, this has not been in a way to make my community any less particularly or intensely Christian, but to make it more fully particular and intense in its identity as on the theological legitimacy of engaging with the religious other. What has amazed me most of all in this is that, having sought legitimacy for this dialogue, I have found the necessity of it -a necessity grounded in the very basis of being a Christian. This is an issue I have not only faced as a lecturer in the academy, but also as a preacher in the pulpit. Meeting with the other has led me back to reforming myself and my community in order more truly to be the community we are called to be. This involves as a preacher not only legitimizing the practice of meeting with members of other faith communities, but also urgently calling from the pulpit for the necessity of this -not on political or secular grounds, but on exclusively biblical and theological grounds. Moreover, engagement with the Abrahamic other around the practice of scriptural reasoning has led to a heightened awareness in my own reading of the Christian bible of the place of the religious other within the gospel narrative.
Describing experiences of scriptural reasoning to secular people (including some politicians), I have witnessed the fascination with the idea that this provides the possibility of religious people engaging with each other 'on their own terms', and that solutions to the local and global problems between members of faith communities might actually be found within the very particularities of the communities themselves.
The ability to explain and interpret one's own religious text to and with members of other faith communities has the potential to include even the most conservative, orthodox, or (in terms most often expressed by secularists) fundamentalist of believers; and it does so on the basis of their particularity and on their agenda. The excitement about this has led Toynbee Hall in London to engage in a pilot scheme for young people called 'Justext'. This has been run in a youth worker format and explored in schools. The feasibility of curriculum development within schools is presently being considered, as a way of recognizing the religious particularity and commitments of students within RE syllabuses which often present individual religious traditions next to one another as relativized individual instantiations of a universal human phenomenon, or else treat religions thematically seeking consensus and agreement around a common core or lowest common denominator. An interesting feature of these early discussions has been the recognition of the need to legitimize students (and, because students, parents also) to engage in such a practice. Indeed, this awareness of issues of legitimacy is reflected in the adult practice of this kind of inter- It does not do justice to centuries of dangerous anti-semitic interpretations of John's Gospel to pass over these themes so quickly, 26 but space does not allow these issues the consideration they deserve. However, to demonstrate that Jesus is not only a religious outsider in Judea, one does well to consider the response of Samaritans to him, for they, too, see Jesus as a religious outsider: 'The Samaritan woman said to him, "How is it that you, a Jew, ask a drink of me, a woman of Samaria?" (Jews do Samaritans is significant to the present age of local and international theopolitics.
There are several notable features in this.
The first is how Jesus both attends to and teaches about practical, physical human needs in his dealings with Samaritans. In the story of Jesus cleansing the ten lepers in Luke's Gospel, one of the lepers Jesus heals is a Samaritan, and it is he who returns to thank Christ there exists the necessity of facing the reality of the religious other in the societies in which we live. This is not about ignoring differences or particularity, but it is rather about tending to their needs (and allowing them to tend to ours), recognizing their faith, hoping for a future feast alongside them. It is not it about ignoring Christian particularity, but instead following the example of Christ.
VI. Conclusion
There is much more that could and needs to be said about these themes as they confront religious people in our world today. From the Hebrew Bible and Christian
Old Testament, there is scope for reflection on the holy pagans (such as Jethro, Rahab and Melchizadeck), the lack of hospitality shown to Israel from foreign nations, the exile, and the commands regarding the strangers in the land. However, to illustrate the need for particularity and exclusivity in approaching the reasons for inter-faith 33 CD III/2, p. 216.
dialogue, this article has looked only to the New Testament, which is exclusively and uniquely Christian. It is not the place for the Christian to give the reasons why a Jewish person might wish to engage in dialogue with them, nor for that matter why any member of any other tradition should. It is, instead, the place of the Jewish, Muslim, Hindu, Sikh and Buddhist to reflect on these questions and look deep within their traditions themselves.
These issues are deeply complex. They belong to the individual traditions, and -in an age of reputed conflict -to the public arena. They need to be faced in recognition of the dual aspect of the issues -from inside church, temple, mosque and synagogue, alongside from the perspective of community cohesion, education policy, human rights issues and international relations. These are issues that need to be preached and considered internal to communities, as communities seek to discover their place in the public sphere.
What has been attempted in this article is to forward a programmatic agenda for faith communities to consider why, for their own self-identity, it might be both legitimate and necessary to engage positively with the religious other. This has been done with an illustration of how the issues might be faced by one individual community in the hope that members of different communities might also continue to consider these themes. Attempts at dealing with the issues highlighted in this paper will need to be done with attentiveness to the full complexity of human living. However complex, it is incumbent on faiths to do this if they are to be seen neither as things to be 'smuggled into some last secret place', 34 nor as forces for division or clashes of absolutes, but as forces for the good, coexisting alongside one another, in the healing of communities and the world.
